Competition law has proliferated around the world. Due to data limitations, however, there is little systematic information about the substance and enforcement of these laws. In this paper, we address that problem by introducing two new datasets on competition law regimes around the world. First, we introduce the Comparative Competition Law Dataset, which codes competition laws in 130 jurisdictions between 1889 to 2010. Second, we introduce the Comparative Competition Enforcement Dataset, which provides data on competition agencies' resources and activities in 100 jurisdictions between 1990 and 2010. These datasets offer the most comprehensive picture of competition law yet assembled and provide a new foundation for empirical research on the legal regimes used to regulate markets. * This research is part of a tremendous data gathering effort that has left us indebted to many. We are particularly grateful to the over 100 national competition enforcement agencies that shared data with us as well as to the UNCTAD, the ICN and the ECN for facilitating this effort among their members. Several competition law professionals, students, and colleagues around the world provided invaluable help in this process. The final datasets reflect the outstanding work of over 100 Columbia Law School and the University of Chicago Law School students who helped us retrieve, review,
I. Introduction
Competition law is one of the most commonly deployed instruments to regulate the operation of markets and is a standard feature of economic policy in developed and developing countries alike. 1 But as Figure 1 illustrates, this has not always been the case.
Canada enacted the world's first modern competition law in 1889, followed by the United
States a year later. 2 From 1900 until the end of WWII, however, only 13 countries adopted competition laws. During the cold war, another 28 countries adopted competition laws.
After the fall of the Soviet Union and the transition of many countries to market economies, the number of countries with competition laws exploded. Between 1990 and 2010, 78 countries adopted competition laws. By 2010, our research suggests that 135 jurisdictions-129 countries and 6 regional organizations-had competition laws.
Despite this striking spread of competition law, beyond a few key jurisdictions, there is little systematic data on countries' competition regimes. 3 In fact, most crossnational empirical studies on the nature and effects of competition law have failed to account for the remarkable variation in competition regimes around the world and instead relied on a binary coding of whether or not any competition law exists on the books. Even fewer studies measure the operation of these laws on the ground, including whether they are complemented with adequate resources and meaningful enforcement efforts.
In this paper, we introduce two new datasets that provide a detailed coding of competition laws and their enforcement around the world. First, the Comparative Competition Law Dataset provides detailed coding on competition law provisions from 131 jurisdictions-126 countries and 5 regional organizations-from the beginning of modern competition law until 2010. 4 Second, the Comparative Competition Enforcement Dataset provides data on enforcement resources and activities for 100 jurisdictions during the years 1990 to 2010. To our knowledge, these datasets represent the most comprehensive effort to collect data on the world's competition law regimes. Both datasets are available for download at www.comparativecompetitionlaw.org.
In order to introduce these new resources, this paper explains the processes used to collect these datasets, describes their coverage, discusses their limitations, and reports several stylized facts about competition law around the world revealed by the data. For instance, to highlight the content of the Comparative Competition Law Dataset, we show the variance in the policy goals that these laws promulgate; document how countries carve out different industries from the scope of these laws; and illustrate how some categories of authority granted by competition statutes have grown over time while others have waned. To highlight the content of the Comparative Competition Enforcement Dataset, we show how Russia and other former members of the USSR have used competition law in a fundamentally different way than other countries; document that, despite the vast proliferation of competition law agencies around the world, most enforcement activities are carried out by a small number of jurisdictions; and compare the regulation of mergers by the United States and the European Union.
By introducing these datasets, our goal is to make two larger contributions. First, these datasets will allow scholars to examine the drivers, diffusion, and impact of these laws. We are therefore aiming to elevate the quality of the many empirical research projects on international competition law that are currently underway or that will be forthcoming.
Second, our project provides a template for similar cross-national data collection efforts in other areas of the law. While we are aware of a handful of other projects that have systematically coded specific aspects of countries' legal regimes (Elkins, Ginsburg, & Melton 2009; Law & Versteeg 2011; Chang, Garoupa, & Martin Wells 2018) , we are not aware of any existing cross-national datasets that include legal coding and enforcement data that compare to this research project in scope and scale. Our hope is that our efforts inspire other scholars of comparative law to launch similar studies in other fields. This paper proceeds as follows. In Part 2, we review prior efforts to collect comparative data on competition law. In Part 3, we introduce the Comparative Competition Law Dataset and document several stylized facts about the regulation of competition. In Part 4, we describe the Comparative Competition Enforcement Dataset Electronic copy available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3339624
and highlight stylized facts about competition enforcement resources and activities around the world. In Part 5, we briefly conclude.
II. Prior Data Collection Efforts
Our project is not the first effort to collect data on competition policy around the world. Instead, there have been dozens of research projects that have reported at least some comparative data on competition law. But although these projects have produced a number of important findings and deserve credit for breaking new substantive and methodological ground, many of these datasets suffer from important limitations. In Appendix 2, we provide a complete list of empirical research in the field of comparative competition law of which we are aware, 5 but here we briefly summarize the four categories of projects that have reported such comparative competition law data.
The first, and most common, data collection category is a binary coding of whether competition law exists or not in any given country in any given year. For example, Kee & Hoekman (2007) , Petersen (2013) , and Gutmann & Voigt (2014) all simply code countries that have a competition law as "1" and countries without as "0." 6 Although a binary variable for the presence of a competition law regime may be appropriate for some applications, this type of data is obviously limited by not accounting for variation in the nature of countries' competition laws or the intensity of their enforcement. This is problematic for many applications because there is tremendous variation in the content of competition laws across countries and over time.
Second, a handful of datasets go beyond a binary measure and capture some of the nuances in the competition laws that countries have adopted. These datasets code whether countries have specific provisions in their competition law. For instance, Hylton & Deng (2007) and Nicholson (2008) developed indices that identify the presence or absence of various types of provisions governing, for example, merger regulation, the prohibition of anticompetitive agreements, or abuse of dominance. Notably, Hylton & Deng (2007) use their data to develop a 30-point index of the overall scope and stringency of national competition laws. 7 The trade-off when producing this more detailed coding, however, has been having a limited number of countries or years coded. For instance, Nicholson (2008) provides data on 52 countries for just the year 2003, and Hylton & Deng (2007) Third, a few data collection efforts measure competition enforcement resources and activity. For instance, Clougherty (2010) used data on enforcement budgets to exam trends in competition policy and economic growth. Additionally, the Global Competition Review ("GCR") is an annual commercial publication that ranks competition agencies largely based on their quantitative enforcement record. 8 Similarly, the World Economic Forum surveys companies actively competing in a market to try and capture countries' overall enforcement efforts based on their "perceived effectiveness of competition policy." 9 These datasets also are limited in their availability, coverage, and reliability. For example, the GCR database is typically unavailable for public use, the data is limited to a relatively small number of OECD countries for many years, and our research suggests that the data is often unreliable.
Fourth, a few projects have collected a broad range of information on countries' laws, enforcement resources and activities, and institutional features to develop a composite index of competition policy. For instance, Voigt (2009) constructed a set of indicators that reflect both the content of competition laws-including the extent to which these laws reflect an economic approach-and institutional features such as agency 7 The Scope Index is available at the "AntitrustWorldWiki", available at <http://www.antitrustworldwiki.com/antitrustwiki/index.php/Main_Page> (last visited August 13, 2018). For an example of research relying on these indices, see Ma (2011). independence. And perhaps most notably, Buccirossi et al. (2011) developed a composite index that measures a range of features of competition laws, including the size of sanctions available and the expected probability of detection. Given the breadth of their coverage, perhaps unsurprisingly, these datasets have extremely limited coverage. Buccirossi et al.
(2011), for example, covers the years 1995-2005 for 13 OECD jurisdictions where data were available. 10 In other words, they were only able to obtain detailed information from a handful of the worlds' most advanced economies.
Although our datasets have their own limitations, we have sought to go beyond existing datasets by increasing the number of jurisdictions, years, and the variables covered. Importantly, we have separately collected datasets on competition laws and actual enforcement resources and activity. We discuss these datasets in detail in the next two sections.
III. Comparative Competition Law Dataset
We now turn to introducing the first of the two new datasets: the Comparative Competition Laws Dataset. First, we explain our process for collecting the data. Second, we explain the coverage of the dataset across countries and over time, as well as the categories of variables that it includes. Third, we discuss the limitations of our data collection efforts. Finally, we use the data to document new stylized facts about the goals, exceptions, and authority contained in competition laws around the world.
A. Collection Process
The data collection was carried out over the course of six years with the help of over 70 Columbia Law School students. The research team primarily comprised foreign trained law students with relevant legal education and language skills because they brought relevant local and regional knowledge to the project and made it possible to retrieve and code laws that were not available in English.
The process of collecting the data entailed multiple steps. When we began the data collection back in 2011, we first identified all the jurisdictions that had adopted a 10 Voigt (2009) provides data from 1990-2000 for 58 countries, but for a narrow range of variables. competition law by 2010-the year prior to when our data collection effort started. We also chose the year 2010 as the end point to ensure that we could reliably identify and obtain copies of competition laws that had been passed around the world, and also verify if those laws subsequently entered into force.
For each of these jurisdictions, the research team identified and collected the entire universe of relevant laws that had been passed dating back to each jurisdiction's first However, we also included several new questions.
Each jurisdiction was assigned to two research team members for independent coding. 11 Both followed identical procedures. 12 Importantly, the team members were instructed to code the "competition law regime" in force in any given year, which means that we layered together all the old and new laws in force in any given year to capture the entire set of laws in force at a point in time. A more experienced student was employed as a senior coder whose task was to offer guidance on ambiguous or complicated provisions.
We further reviewed this guidance. Once two team members completed a country's coding, the project leader retrieved the data from Qualtrics.com to prepare for a discrepancy review. The discrepancy review was then assigned to a third coder, who examined all fields for which the two team members provided differing responses, checked the actual text of the underlying law, and selected the most accurate answer. 13 The output of the discrepancy review produced a final "consensus" response to every field for every law. Finally, the data was converted to a country-year format to facilitate easy use by researchers. Figure 2 shows the number of jurisdictions and laws covered in the dataset over time. Our research suggests that 135 jurisdictions, including all 34 OECD countries, had a domestic competition law by 2010. Six of those jurisdictions consist of regional organizations, including the EU, which exercise supranational competition jurisdiction over their member states. Of the 135 jurisdictions, we have complete coding of 131-126 countries and 5 regional organizations. Since many jurisdictions have multiple laws, we coded 700 laws in total. 14 Figure 3 depicts the six primary categories of variables that we coded for each competition law. First, we coded a series of variables that capture any policy goals embedded in a country's competition laws, including whether the law specifically states goals such as improving consumer welfare, efficiency, or social policy. Second, we coded whether the law notes either an exemption or whether the law is sector specific. For instance, we coded whether the law exempts state owned enterprises or export cartels, and whether the law was specific to industries such as energy, telecom, or transportation. Third, we coded a series of variables that capture the authority granted by the law in the regulation of competition. This includes whether there is a private right of action, the possibility of fines or imprisonment for violation, or extraterritorial application. Fourth, we coded a number of variables about countries' merger control regimes, such as whether merger notification is mandatory or if efficiency defenses are allowed. Fifth, we coded variables about the regulation of anti-competitive agreements, and, sixth, we coded variables about the regulation of abuse of dominance. For each of the six categories, we attempted to code variables that captured all relevant features of that competition policy. Taken together, these variables provide a detailed picture of competition regimes from countries' first adoption of a competition law through 2010. For scholars interested in using this data as a single variable, we have also created a composite index called the "Competition Law
B. Coverage
Index" that draws on many of these variables to create a single picture of the regulatory risk posed by countries' competition regimes in each year from 1890 to 2010 (see Bradford & Chilton 2018).
C. Limitations
While the coverage of our dataset far exceeds prior data collection efforts, it is not complete. Thanks to our access to foreign law students, we were able to code laws in Arabic, Armenian, Chinese, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, French, Finnish, German,
Greek, Hebrew, Hungarian, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Slovakian, Slovenian, Spanish, Swedish, Norwegian, Polish, Portuguese, and Russian. But there were three countries and one regional organization where language barriers or lack of access to the legal text have prevented us from completing their coding: ASEAN, Djibouti, Faroe Islands, and Iran.
Additionally, there are some countries included in the dataset where we coded some competition laws, but we could not locate all the laws that we believe may exist. Those potentially incomplete countries are: Benin, Ivory Coast, Mali, and Senegal. 15 An additional potential limitation of our dataset is that we only coded competition statutes and not case law. For those most familiar with American antitrust law, this may seem like an important omission. However, a recent expert survey we conducted suggests there are few countries outside the United States-primarily common law jurisdictionswhere courts play a significant role in creating new competition law. 16 One of the questions 15 The dataset includes indicator variables for country-years that have either missing or incomplete coding. 16 To better understand the role of courts, agencies, and private parties in the administration of antitrust law, we developed a short survey that we sent to competition law practitioners and scholars around the world. More in the survey asked: "In practice, do the courts generate new law by changing the scope of the antitrust statutes in [insert country]? Please answer on a scale from 1 (no role) to 5 (extensive role)." Of the 86 countries from which we received survey responses, in only 11 jurisdictions did the respondents say that "courts play an extensive role" i.e., "courts have the power to change the scope of antitrust law and frequently do so." In a further 4 jurisdictions, the experts described the role of courts as "large" i.e., "courts have the power to change the scope of antitrust statues and sometimes do so." Thus, while limited to competition statutes, this dataset captures the vast majority of competition laws in the world and serves as an accurate proxy of the state of competition law in each country.
D. Stylized Facts About Competition Laws Around the World
To highlight the richness of this dataset, we will briefly examine the variance around the world in three aspects of competition law: (1) the goals countries stipulate for their competition law; (2) the industries that are exempted from coverage by competition law; and (3) trends in the authority granted to agencies and private parties to enforce competition law.
The Goals of Competition Laws
The promulgated goals of competition law convey important information about the political, economic, and ideological commitments underlying its enactment. The goals also often reveal what jurisdictions' enforcement priorities are and how they are likely to interpret the substantive commitments embedded in the law. There is considerable variance in these goals across countries. The United States and the European Union are perhaps the most well-known illustration of this point. Historically, the United States' competition law was aimed at curtailing the concentration of economic and political power, reflecting the fear that unfettered economic combination posed a threat to the American economy, democracy, and society (Areeda, Kaplow, & Edlin 2013, at 35) .
However, at least since the 1970s, the United States has endorsed the view that specifically, we sent the survey to our professional network, contacts we had made while collecting the datasets introduced in this paper, attendees of international competition law conferences, and members of the Academic Society of Competition Law (ASCOLA). In total, 166 experts form 86 countries completed our survey. competition law should focus on the narrow pursuit of efficiency, which is typically understood as maximization of consumer welfare (Orbacj 2011) . The European Union, in contrast, has always employed competition law for a greater variety of goals, including fostering European integration (Fox 1997, at 340) , even if consumer welfare remains its primary objective. Moving beyond the United States and the European Union, although some existing studies suggest that countries pursue a wide range of policy goals with their domestic competition laws (Waked 2015) , the topic has not been explored with data as comprehensive as in our new dataset.
Panel A of Figure 4 plots the share of jurisdictions with a competition law that have at least one of the eight goals we identified in Figure 3 from 1890 to 2010, and Panel B plots the share of jurisdictions with a competition law with each of those eight goals in 2010. As Panel A shows, explicit goals have become more common over time. In 1950, just 8% of jurisdictions with a competition law had one of the eight goals for their competition regimes, but 64% of jurisdictions with a competition law did by 2010. Panel B shows that although efficiency is considered to be a common goal of competition law, in 2010 it is still explicitly identified by only 31% of the jurisdictions. Consumer welfare is the most common goal of competition law and found in 40% of the jurisdictions. Beyond these two goals, the other six goals we coded are less common. These goals range in prevalence from development (in 15% of jurisdictions) to protecting exports (in 2% of jurisdictions).
Limits in the Scope of Competition Laws
Countries commonly carve out certain industries or enterprise types from the scope of their competition law. Our data shows that between 1950 and 2010, roughly twothirds of jurisdictions (68%) had at least one exemption in their laws in a given year. 17
These exemptions are not only prevalent but also significant, both in terms of their economic and political impact. Often, they tell an important story about the political economy underlying a law, indicating which companies or industries enjoy special privileges or protection by their governments. It is plausible, even likely, that countries use exemptions as a way to shield certain industries or enterprise types from competition law and hence give them an edge over their competitors in the marketplace. Alternatively, an exemption may reflect the government's view that certain enterprise types should instead be subjected to sector-specific regulations, by which its idiosyncratic characteristics can be better addressed. Our dataset offers the opportunity to systematically examine the types of industries and firms that governments treat differently by exempting them from competition scrutiny, and study how those exemptions differ across time and jurisdiction.
To illustrate the data, Figure 5 
Authority to Enforce Competition Law
In addition to exploring the goals and exemptions listed in competition laws, our data also makes it possible to explore the substantive provisions of regimes around the world. To illustrate the possibilities, we next explore the variance in the enforcement authority provided in competition laws. By authority, we refer to the provisions that determine which parties can challenge alleged anticompetitive behavior and the types of remedies that can be imposed if a violation is found. For instance, is there a private right of action to allow private parties to bring competition cases? Are violations of the law punishable with fines or prison time? Does the law apply extraterritorially? Figure 6 displays the trends from 1950 to 2010 for each of the six authority variables listed in Figure 3 . For each variable, the plots show the absolute number of jurisdictions (displayed on the left-hand y-axis) and the share of jurisdictions (displayed on the right-hand y-axis) with a competition law that have each provision. Unsurprisingly, given the huge increase in the number of jurisdictions with a competition law during this Electronic copy available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3339624 period, the absolute number of jurisdictions that have each authority provision in their competition law has increased over time for all six variables. For instance, in 1950 just 6 jurisdictions had a private right of action in their competition law, but by 2010 that number had increased to 71. What is more revealing, however, is the differences in the share of jurisdictions that have each authority provision. Although the share of jurisdictions that provide for Private Rights of Actions, Divestures, Damages, and Extraterritoriality have all notably increased, the share of jurisdictions with provisions allowing for Fines and Imprisonment for violations of competition laws has not. Instead, although they both were equally common in 1950 (both remedies were found in 90% of competition laws in 1950) these two remedies have spread in very different ways. More specifically, the share of jurisdictions with Fines has stayed flat (98% of jurisdictions allow for fines in 2010), but the share of jurisdictions that allow for prison sentences has declined dramatically (35% of jurisdictions allowed for prison sentences in 2010). Notably, the availability of prison sentences is a distinctive feature of American antitrust law, and our dataset reveals that this provision has not diffused around the world.
IV. Comparative Competition Enforcement Dataset
Although there are many more trends that can be explored in the Comparative Competition Law Dataset, we now turn to introducing our second dataset: the Comparative Competition Enforcement Dataset. First, we again begin by explaining the process we used to collect the data. Second, we summarize the countries and years covered by the dataset, as well as the variables it contains. Third, we discuss limitations of the dataset. Finally, we use the data to document three stylized facts about the enforcement of competition law around the world.
A. Collection Process
The process of collecting the enforcement data entailed multiple steps. We first determined the precise variables that we would use to capture the agencies' enforcement resources and activity. This determination was made based on a broad yet preliminary Electronic copy available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3339624 review of the extent and the type of data that agencies make available. 18 After determining the nature and scope of the data we wanted to collect, we trained and managed over 40 law students from Columbia Law School and the University of Chicago Law School to carry out the data collection process over a period of five years. As with the team we assembled to code the Comparative Competition Law Dataset, we recruited students from a broad range of countries with relevant language skills and legal expertise.
We then identified jurisdictions with competition agencies in place between 1990 and 2010. For the agencies we identified, our research team first reviewed all publicly available information on enforcement resources and activities. This entailed conducting a detailed review of competition agency websites and annual reports, databases such as GCR 19 or "Getting the Deal Through," 20 and studies and research reports by organizations such as the OECD or UNCTAD. When these diverse sources provided conflicting data, we more heavily weighted data provided in the agencies' annual reports. Most agencies made some information on their resources or activities publicly available, but the extent varied from very limited in the case of many non-OECD countries to quite comprehensive in the case of a subset of established competition law jurisdictions.
After this review of publicly available information, we drafted questionnaires that were individually tailored for each agency. That is, for any given agency, we developed a questionnaire that focused only on information that we had not found in the public domain or where the publicly available information was conflicting. We first contacted the agencies by email in English. If this did not elicit a response, the correspondence took place in Spanish, French, Russian, and Arabic, as needed. We typically contacted the agency following an introduction by a personal contact within the agency, international competition law bar, international legal academia, or an organization such as the UNCTAD or ICN. These introductions, together with the contacts of foreign students at Columbia and Chicago back in their home jurisdictions, were crucial in persuading the agencies to share the data with us. To obtain the needed data for Australia, India, and the 18 Special thanks to Keira Campbell who was central in helping us determine the particular variables that were most important and at the same time feasible to collect. United Kingdom, we relied on formal Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, while continuing to benefit from proactive cooperation by government officials.
Most of the agencies we contacted responded with additional information-some responded within day, while others responded after several requests over multiple years.
Where possible, we attempted to further verify the data provided to us by agencies through comparison to our public sources. For example, we used the data we separately assembled on competition statutes to confirm whether missing enforcement data reflected a lack of authority to engage in certain enforcement activity or simple unavailability of data. For some jurisdictions, we also conducted extensive review of individual enforcement decisions to assemble additional data that the agencies did not otherwise have readily available. 21 After these steps, research assistants entered the responses to the questions into the master dataset. As a final step, one of us further verified the entries into the master dataset as part of a final review of the data.
B. Coverage
We attempted to collect data on all 116 jurisdictions that our research identified as having established a dedicated competition agency by 2010. In the end, we managed to obtain some data-whether on resources or activity or both-from 112 agencies representing 100 jurisdictions. 22 While 103 individual agencies cooperated with us, we relied solely on publicly available information for the remaining 9 agencies, as we could not elicit a response from them. In 10 of the countries in our dataset, enforcement has been carried out by more than one agency. 23 For these multi-agency countries, we have 21 This included some developing jurisdictions such as Venezuela, but it also included some established jurisdictions like Austria, the European Union, and South Africa. 22 In addition to the countries with competition agencies in our dataset, we collected data for three regional organizations-the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA), and the European Union (EU)-that exercise supranational competition jurisdiction over several countries. It is worth noting that there are at least five other regional organizations that have some degree of supranational competition policy: Andean Community (CAN), East African Community (EAC), Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), European Free Trade Area (EFTA), and West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU). However, the agencies for EAC and ECOWAS were established after 2010 (the cut off for our data collection efforts), and we were unable to obtain data from the CAN, the EFTA, and the WAEMU. 23 The countries with more than one agency in our dataset are: Austria, Brazil, Chile, China, France, Luxembourg, South Africa, Spain, United Kingdom, and the United States. recorded the resources and activities for each agency separately but combined them in the analysis based on our case-by-case review of their (at times complementary and at other times overlapping) enforcement powers. 24 We attempted to gather data for the years 1990, 1995, and 2000-2010 (although we accepted whatever data agencies gave us, even if it was from, for example, 1994 or 1998).
We decided to try to collect data starting in 1990 for two reasons. First, the early 1990s marked the beginning of a new era in competition enforcement when competition regimes started to proliferate dramatically, including outside the OECD countries. Second, our preliminary inquiries suggested that only a limited number of agencies could provide any reliable data for any years prior to 1990. For many agencies, the data for 1990 or 1995 was also sparsely available. If the agency was established after 1990, the first year of the agency's operation marks the first year of data gathering for that country. For instance, for Albania, which established its agency in 2004, we have data for 2004-2010. Figure 7 illustrates the availability of data over the relevant years. For the year 1990, we managed to obtain some data for 15 jurisdictions. We obtained data for an increasing number of jurisdictions for the subsequent years: 38 jurisdictions provided some data for 1995, 63 for 2000, 81 for 2005, and 97 for 2010. It is also worth noting that Figure 7 reports the number of jurisdictions that provided some data in a given year and not the number of jurisdictions that provided complete data. Some jurisdictions were able to provide some information for a given year-for instance, their competition agency's budget-but were not able to provide other information we requested-for instance, the number of dominance investigations completed with a remedy. Figure 8 depicts the primary 17 variables we collected that measure either the resources the jurisdictions dedicated to competition law enforcement or the actual enforcement activities. 25 To measure the enforcement resources, we assembled data on the competition agency budgets and the number of agency staff members. To measure enforcement activity, we gathered data on the three main anticompetitive activities that competition agencies regulate: Merger Control, Anticompetitive Agreements, and Abuse of Dominance. For Merger Control, we collected annual data on the number of mergers notified to the agency, the number of mergers that proceeded to second stage review, the number of mergers resolved with conditional clearance, 26 the number mergers blocked, and the number of mergers that were withdrawn. For Anticompetitive Agreements, we collected annual data on the number of cartel investigations an agency opened, the average duration of its cartel investigations, the number of cartel investigations it closed with a fine or other remedy, and the total/average amount of cartel fines it imposed. For countries that provide for criminal remedies, we further collected annual data on the number of cases where criminal remedies were sought and the number of cases where criminal remedies were imposed. Finally, for Abuse of Dominance, we compiled annual data on the number of dominance investigations an agency opened, the average duration of its dominance investigations, and the number of dominance investigations it closed with a fine or other remedy.
C. Limitations
Like with the Comparative Competition Laws Dataset, our enforcement data has limitations. First, as discussed in Part 4.2, despite trying to thoroughly comb public records and directly communicate with enforcement agencies, there are several jurisdictions from which we did not receive data, and other jurisdictions where the data we received was incomplete. Second, this dataset only captures public enforcement, which leaves aside any private enforcement activity. This omission again seems most significant for the United States. This is confirmed by our expert survey, in which we also inquired about the these standard variables if our requested metrics were not available. Thus, in the end, our dataset consists of 41 additional variables that are available for a limited number of jurisdictions. significance of the private enforcement in each jurisdiction's competition law regime. 27 The survey specifically asked: "In practice, how important a role do private parties play in enforcing antitrust law in [insert country]? Please answer on a scale from 1 (no role) to 5 (extensive role)." In the survey responses, the United States was the only country to receive a score of 5. 28 Thus, while the data we collected is limited to public enforcement, we believe it captures the vast majority of competition law enforcement activity in the world.
Third, our data does not capture broader institutional features of competition law regimes.
Although we recognize that institutional arrangements-including governance structures and management culture-can reveal important aspects of the actual operation of the law and influence the overall de facto stringency of the competition law regime, these features were not included as part of this data collection effort.
D. Stylized Facts About Competition Enforcement Around the World
To demonstrate some of the features of these data, we now turn to documenting a few stylized facts about enforcement activity. In what follows, we introduce the data by reporting raw numbers on enforcement activities and resources. Simply looking at raw numbers, however, may mask the actual enforcement of competition law across jurisdictions. For instance, meaningful comparisons of budgets need to account for the size of countries' economies. It may also be a mistake to conclude that the number of investigations is a reliable proxy for the strength of an antitrust regime. Some regimes may achieve deterrence without having to open investigations, while other regimes may only investigate a fraction of actual violations. That said, to illustrate these data, we examine:
(1) the extensive use of competition investigations by Russia and other former members of the USSR; (2) the countries that have devoted the most resources to competition enforcement and had the most investigations; and (3) the merger review activity of the United States and the European Union. 27 For more information on the survey, see supra note 16. 28 The experts in just four further jurisdictions responded that "private parties play a large role." These jurisdictions were Germany, Jordan, Slovenia, and Spain. In the other 64 countries we surveyed, the experts described the role of the private antitrust enforcement as "insignificant," "limited," or "inexistent" in their jurisdiction.
Competition Law Enforcement by Russia and Former Members of the USSR
Perhaps the most striking trend in the enforcement data we collected is the staggering number of investigations conducted by Russia and the members (and associate members) of the Commonwealth of Independent States ("CIS"). 29 Although the former members of the USSR that never joined the CIS-Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania-have enforcement patterns that are similar to the median agencies in the dataset, the members of the CIS are dramatic outliers. To illustrate this, Figure 9 In our follow-up research and conversations, the Russian agency offered several explanations for their distinctive enforcement patterns. First, Russia relies on competition law as a tool to pursue price regulation, which increases the number of investigations.
Second, the agency also described many Russian product markets as being highly concentrated, explaining the need for frequent interventions. 30 Finally, the agency confirmed that it deals with many small cases as opposed to focusing on large ones. However, these official explanations do not tell the entire story. First, although Russia may be using competition law to target highly concentrated domestic markets and pursuing small cases, its enforcement efforts also target large international firms. Just last year, Russia fined Google $6.75 million for abusing its dominant position by forcing retailers to install apps on cell phones using Android software (Grove 2016 ). Russia's competition agency is also investigating Apple Inc. in a price fixing case (Perlman 2016) .
Second, the regulation and categorization of various anticompetitive activities in Russian law and agency reporting is inconsistent with international norms. 31 For example, the high cartel activity numbers likely include cases that are simply horizontal (non-cartel) agreements between competitors or even cases that others would characterize as vertical agreements. 32 The Russian agency also uses competition law to curb inflation and to control prices. 33 The Russian concept of abusive behavior also includes many practices that do not fit under any standard theory of competitive harm, like initiating abuse of dominance investigations for firms accused of "infring[ing on] rights/interests of third parties" (Khokhlov 2014, at 34) . Third, experts have described Russian competition law enforcement as "relentless" and "excessive," and noted Russia's tendency to pursue objectives unrelated to competition (Girgenson & Numerova 2012) . In fact, Girgenson & Numerova (2012) argue that the general public is very keen to see the agency go after "excessive" prices and supports the use of competition law as an instrument for price control. This is particularly true against major Russian industrial players, like Gazprom and Rosnef, that operate in politically sensitive industries like agriculture and energy.
Kazakhstan and Ukraine also have unusually high enforcement levels. In 2010, Kazakhstan resolved 49 dominance investigations with remedy, which is over eight times more than the United States and the European Union combined. For Ukraine, we were not able to obtain data for dominance investigations closed with remedy. But our data shows that Ukraine alone opened 621 dominance investigations in 2010, following 614 and 480 in 2009 and 2008, respectively. The numbers are high for cartel investigations as well: Ukraine initiated 272 cartel investigations in 2010 while Kazakhstan initiated 39.
Although we do not have data on cartel investigations closed in Ukraine, Kazakhstan closed 34 cartel investigations with remedy in 2010. Like in Russia, many of the cases may be directed at smaller companies. The Kazak antimonopoly legislation, for instance, allows the agency to initiate dominance investigations against companies with market share of less than 35%. 34
Jurisdictions with the Most Enforcement Resources & Activities
Although the huge number of competition investigations initiated by Russia and other members of the CIS is perhaps the most surprising trend in the enforcement data, there are also a number of small markets that have been unexpectedly active players in competition law enforcement. To illustrate this, Figure 10 presents the trends for the five countries with the most enforcement resources and activities based on their 2010 data.
The countries that were best resourced are not particularly surprising-instead, staff sizes and budgets appear to correlate strongly with market size. With respect to staff size, the United States had the greatest number of staff in 2010 with a combined 1,320 people working in antitrust enforcement at Department of Justice and Federal Trade Commission. Japan had the second highest staff numbers, with 791 people working on competition law in 2010, followed by the European Union, Brazil, and Canada with 590, 425, and 420 staffers working in each agency, respectively. 35 With respect to budget, the 34 Korea. These are regional leaders that undertake cases that often have an impact far beyond their own jurisdiction. However, among the top enforcers we also see some more surprising, small agencies, such as Bulgaria, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, and Namibia. There can be idiosyncratic reasons for some of these small countries' high activity levels.
However, one likely reason is that these are often relatively small (and hence more concentrated) markets or geographically more isolated markets that can rely less on regulators in large and well-connected economies doing the enforcement for them.
Competition enforcement may hence be particularly important for these small countries dominated by a few large companies that control a substantial part of the economy in question (Gal 2003) . In other cases, these high activity levels may reflect particular features of a country's law. For instance, the reason Ireland reports such high number of abuse of dominance investigations is that the Irish authority reviews every complaint and counts that as a new investigation even if the investigation is promptly closed in the absence of any anti-competitive concerns.
Comparing Merger Review in the United States and the European Union
The United States and the European Union garner the most attention in conversations about international competition law (Fox 2010) . Many comparative law papers, lectures, courses, and conferences are focused on these two jurisdictions alone. 36 Although one goal of our data collection efforts is to make it possible to look beyond these two traditional competition powers and examine how competition law has gone global, our data can also be used to exam trends in established jurisdictions like the United States and the European Union. To illustrate this point, we conclude by examining an area that has been the subject of a great deal of debate over the last several decades: merger review. 37 While the United States has exercised control over mergers since 1914 and adopted mandatory merger notification in 1976, the European Union only began to exercise authority to review mergers in 1990. Figure 11 illustrates several key trends in merger review in the twenty years following the European Union's adoption of a merger review regime. As the first panel shows, from 1990 to 2010, the United States systematically received more merger notifications than the European Union. During this period, the However, Figure 11 also shows that the picture looks different when comparing the percentage of the notified deals that are subjected to an in-depth review, a conditional clearance, or an actual prohibition. On average, 5% of notifications lead to a second request investigation in the European Union while only 3% are investigated in depth in the United States. 39 Similarly, on average, the European Union conditionally clears 6% of 36 A notable exception is the scholarly attention China and a few other emerging competition jurisdictions have received. See, e.g., Gerber 2010; Hylton & Deng 2007; Williams 2005. 37 It is important to note that European Union Member States also play an important role in the enforcement of competition law in Europe (e.g. Barros et al. 2013) , and looking at European Union Commission activity alone may undercount competition enforcement taking place across the European Union as a whole. 38 The United States bases its threshold on merging parties' assets while the European Union uses revenue as the decisive factor, making the overall numbers difficult to compare (Gidley & Paul 2009). the mergers notified while this figure is 1% in the United States. In terms of prohibitions, the European Union averages at 0.5% of mergers notified to it while the United States' average prohibition rate is 0.3% a year.
Given the European Union's reputation as the world's most stringent competition regime (Bradford 2013) , the European Union's higher relative challenge rate is not a surprise. Conventionally, the European Union is portrayed as being less trusting of the self-correcting forces of the markets and more confident in the ability of the regulators to improve market outcomes. The European Union is also viewed as being more hostile to dominant companies, and hence more inclined to restrict mergers that may lead to greater dominance. While both jurisdictions recognize that mergers can lead to efficiencies and are seen as often agreeing on the competitive effects of horizontal mergers, the European Union is more inclined to challenge vertical and conglomerate mergers, which the United States presumes as efficient except in rare instances.
Interestingly, this transatlantic divergence in challenge rates diminished after 2000. annulled three Commission merger decisions within a span of five months (Overd 2002). 41 The Commission responded to these setbacks by radically reforming the substance and procedure it uses for merger review (Gerber 2003; Vranas-Iveris 2008; Baskoy 2008) . This challenge rate has steadily declined over the course of the two decades and it would be difficult to estimate how much can be attributed to any such external shocks as opposed to a more gradual shift in the European Union's policy over time.
V. Conclusion
This paper introduced two new datasets on competition law around the world: the
Comparative Competition Law Dataset and the Comparative Competition Enforcement
Dataset. These datasets are freely available for download and formatted for easy use. We envision that these datasets can be put to a wide range of uses. For one, they can be used to study the diffusion of competition law-or specific components of competition lawacross countries (e.g. the data we collected can be used as a dependent variable).
Additionally, the data can be used to study the effect of competition policy on things like economic growth and development (e.g. the data we collected can be used as an independent variable). Moreover, the data can be used to account for competition policy and market regulation by scholars studying a range of other topics (e.g. the data can be used as a control variable). Finally, these datasets may be of interest to scholars doing nonquantitative work because they make it possible to quickly look up the provisions of (almost) every country's competition regime. Taken together, we hope these datasets will advance the study of competition law specifically and the empirical study of comparative law more generally.
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